That medial PPs are rare is also occasionally signalled in pedagogically oriented grammars such as, for instance the Collins COBUILD grammar (Sinclair 1990: 283) and Lambotte (1998). at some time, at this time, at that time, on many occasions, in this way), we based our study on a sample of the first 100 entries. We present our results in tables 3 and 4.
Obviously, these figures in no way represent the full and final picture of the distribution of adjunct PPs, nor does our paper offer a statistical analysis of such data, but our findings suffice to show (i) that sentence-medial adjunct PPs are certainly attested, and
(ii) that, fully in line with the literature, such medial adjunct PPs are outnumbered by postverbal adjunct PPs. In section 3 we will see, however, that for a well-defined class of PP adjuncts, medial position is not just an option but is actually strongly preferred over postverbal position. 
Sentential negation and adjunct PPs

Sentential negation in English
English negation can be expressed in a number of different ways, the most common of which are illustrated in (9). For recent analyses and a survey of the literature we refer to Zeijlstra (2004 ), Christensen (2005 , 2008 , Tubau (2008) and Moscati (2006 Moscati ( , 2011 .
(9) a. The police did not talk to any witnesses.
b.
No one talked to the police about any crime.
c. The police associated no one with any of these crimes.
d.
The police talked to no one about any of these crimes.
e. The police never talked to any witnesses about the crime f. Never had the police talked to any witnesses.
The canonical marker of negation is the particle not (or its contracted form n't) adjacent to the finite auxiliary. Alternatively, an argument of the verb is realized as a negative nominal constituent, such as no one in (9b) or (9c), or as a PP containing a negative nominal as in (9d), which also conveys negation (but see section 4 for discussion).
Finally, and most relevant for our purposes, in (9e) and (9f) a negative adjunct expresses sentential negation. In (9e) the adverb never is medial and in (9f) it is initial, triggering subject-auxiliary inversion (henceforth SAI) (see Rudanko 1980 , Haegeman 2000 , Sobin 2003 .
Negative adjuncts with sentential scope can also be realized as PPs. In (10a) the negative quantifier no contained inside the initial temporal PP at no time has sentential scope: witness the fact that it triggers SAI 5 and licenses the negative polarity item any in the complement of the verb. The negative PP differs from its non-negative counterpart at that time, which does not, and cannot, trigger SAI (11).
(10) a. At no time had the police talked to any witnesses.
b. *At no time the police had talked to any witnesses.
(11) a. At that time the police had interviewed the witnesses.
b. *At that time had the police interviewed the witnesses.
Like negative adverbs, negative adjunct PPs with sentential scope can appear in sentence-medial position (12). The availability of the polarity item any in (12a) confirms that at no time has sentential scope. Though we will mainly focus on temporal PPs like (12a), other medial adjunct PPs can also express sentential negation (12b).
(12) a. The police had at no time talked to any of the witnesses.
b. The FQ at no level forms a constituent with the DP it modifies. (Will Harwood, Handout GIST, 13.01.2011) In relation to the discussion in section 2, the data in (12) obviously also challenge claims according to which medial adjunct PPs are categorically unacceptable. We go into these patterns in more detail here.
Negative adjunct PPs and the expression of sentential negation
Sentences with preposed negative constituents such as the pair in (13a,b) have been without SAI, the negative quantifier no 6 contained in the PP in no clothes encodes constituent negation ('without clothes') and does not take sentential scope; in (13b), with SAI, the PP-internal negative quantifier has sentential scope ('there are no clothes such that…').
(13) a. In no clothes Mary looks attractive.
b. In no clothes does Mary look attractive.
Less attention has been paid to the distribution and interpretation of postverbal negative PPs. We briefly go over some discussions in the literature. 
Met opmerkingen [RCN3]:
To what extent are these examples really parallel? (15a) to me means something like 'they'll find some manner/way (or other) to finish it', but I can't interpret (15d) to mean 'they'll find no way to finish it'. Rather I interpret it as something like 'no matter which way you assess it, they won't have finished it'. (15b, c) again seem to me to be about assessing the end state, and are rather about the 'degree' of completing it, not the impossibility of doing so no matter what the manner used.
Lh, that's true but we're just citing. I don't think it's a good idea to add a note here, given they don't want notes
Huddleston and Pullum (2002) We were friends at no time.
b. We were friends at no time, not even when we were at school. c.
We were friends at no time, and neither were our brothers.
We were friends at no time, were we?
e.
At no time were we friends. In preparation for the next section we need to add one ingredient to the discussion, which we have not touched upon so far: whereas negative adjunct PPs resist postverbal position, the canonical position of negative complement PPs is postverbal (27a). Indeed there is no medial position available for negative complement PPs (27b). However, the postverbal position of the negative complement PP is felt to be a marked option in comparison to encoding negation medially by means of the canonical marker of negation n't/not, where the corresponding postverbal PP contains an NPI, as in (27c): (27) a. Mary has talked to no one.
b. *Mary has to no one talked.
c. Mary hasn't/not talked to anyone.
Ways of expressing sentential negation
In this section we outline an account for the asymmetry in the distribution of negative adjunct PPs, and in particular for their strong preference for medial position. Our account explores proposals in De Clercq (2010a Clercq ( , 2011a . On one of the two derivations of postverbal adjunct PPs presented below, the processing complexity which Huddleston and Pullum (2002) associate with the postverbal negative adjunct PPs can be argued to have a syntactic basis. In this paper we do not discuss how to account for the distribution of non-negative adjunct PPs.
Question tags and negative clause-typing
Ever since Klima (1964) sentence negated by medial not/n't is negative, and so is a sentence which contains medial never (29a). A sentence containing a medial negative adjunct PPs is compatible with a positive question tag (29b) and hence is also 'negative' in the intended sense.
(29) a. Mary has never talked to anyone, has she? b. She had at no point talked to anyone, had she?
As discussed above, postverbal negative adjunct PPs are rare, but to the extent that they (30) a. We were friends at no time, were we? b.
As far as I can recall, we have purchased food at the drive-through window of a fast -food restaurant on no street in this city, have we/*haven't we.
(based on Huddleston and Pullum (2002: 814: [24ii] ) domain to be able to type the clause as negative and hence to license the positive tag.
Various implementations can be envisaged to capture these locality restrictions. In terms of Phase theory (Chomsky 2001 (Chomsky , 2008 , for instance, one might say that being contained within a lower phase (vP), the postverbal negative complement PPs cannot establish the required licensing relation with the relevant head in the C-domain.
To make this proposal more precise, let us propose that the polarity related head in the C domain contains an unvalued feature, [POL:__], which has to be assigned a value through a local checking relation. In (32a) and in (32b), with the medial negative markers not and never, the feature [POL:__] in the C-domain can be valued through an AGREE relation with the interpretable negative feature on never.
12 If the C-polarity head is typed as negative, then the clause will be compatible with a positive tag.
In (32c), on the other hand, the negative quantifier no one in the VP-internal argument PP is contained in the vP Phase and hence it is too low to be able to value the clausal polar head by an AGREE relation. We assume that in the absence of a negatively valued checker, the polarity feature of the clause is typed as positive by default and will hence not be compatible with the positive reversal tag.
(33) a.
[ An final remark is in order here. In some respect (31a/33c) is felt to be a 'negative' sentence and is presented as such in grammars of English, for instance. In order to account for this intuition, De Clercq (2010a) proposes that the negation encoded in no one within the complement of V is able to scope over the containing clause by virtue of its quantificational properties, in the same way that, for instance, the universal quantifier encoded in everyone can scope over the clause in (34). The precise implementation of this proposal would lead us too far and we refer to De Clercq (2011b). Crucial for us is that, syntactically, the postverbal vP-internal argument cannot establish a local checking relation with the polarity feature, which by hypothesis is in the C domain. The proposal entails that polarity checking is a different operation from that which determines the scope of the quantifier in (34).
(34) Mary has talked to everyone.
Met opmerkingen [KD6]:
Hinging on the discussion we had on Thursday, Liliane, I actually think it would be better to leave this out. The examples we discuss in 33 do not contain modal verbs. It is absolutely not sure that no/nothing takes wide scope when there is no modal verb present. I actually also assigned a Count (=in situ) reading to no/nothing in object position when there is no modal present. What do you think?
Met opmerkingen [ nn7]:
I have left it in but made it vaguer. All standard discussions of negation treat such examples as negative sentences<
Clause-typing and adjunct PPs
Let us now return to the distribution of negative adjunct PPs. We have seen that the preferred position for such PPs is medial, rather than postverbal. A sentence with a medial negative adjunct PPs is compatible with a positive reversal tag (35a), entailing that the negative PP must be able to type the clause. Pursuing our analysis, we will assume that, like the marker of negation not and like the medial negative adverb never, the medial negative adjunct PP is in a sufficiently local relation to the C-domain to value the polarity feature. We conclude from this that such PPs must not be contained within the vP phase. If they were, then we would not expect them to pattern with medial not and never. Depending on one's assumptions about functional structure, the negative PP might be vP adjoined (35b) or it might be taken to be the specifier of a medial functional projection (35c), which we label FP.
(35) a. She had at no point talked to anyone, had she?
b.
[ Postverbal negative adjunct PPs are marginal, but to the extent that they are available they were shown to be compatible with positive tags (16d), suggesting that they too type Assuming that the projection hosting the PP and that hosting the fronted vP do not themselves constitute phases, the polarity head in C can continue to establish a local checking relation with the postverbal negative PP in (36c). On a more speculative note, we add here that the representation in (36c) may contribute to explaining the observation that the postverbal position of the negative PP (36a) is degraded: the fronting of the vP to a position c-commanding the negative PP might be argued to create a weak intervention effect for the relation between C and the negative PP.
A further correct prediction of our account is that a negative DP in the canonical subject position always types the clause as negative: (37a) is only compatible with a positive tag. This is so because the negative feature on no one is in a local relation with the polarity feature in C:
(37) a.
No one talked to the police about any crime, did they?
[ CP [ C POL:NEG [ TP No one [NEG] talked to the police about any
The proposal developed here, elaborating on De Clercq's work, also has further implications for the representation of clause structure and in particular for the demarcation of phases. Passive sentences with a postverbal negative by phrase take a negative question tag (38). In terms of our account this entails that, as is the case for postverbal arguments, the negative component no one cannot value the polarity feature in the C-domain. This implies that, unlike postverbal adjuncts, the by phrase must be contained within a phase. We do not pursue this issue here as it hinges, among other things, on the analysis of passives (see Collins 2005 for a recent analysis). (38) The book was adapted by no one, wasn't it?
Conclusion
This paper first challenges the empirical claim sometimes made in the generative literature that medial adjunct PPs are ungrammatical in English. On the basis of a corpus study we show that (i) medial non-negative adjunct PPs are attested both in American and in British English, though with low frequency, and (ii) that medial negative adjunct PPs strongly outnumber postverbal negative adjunct PPs. We conclude that any empirical generalisations to the effect that medial adjunct PPs are always unacceptable are ill-founded.
In the second part of the paper we explore the syntax of sentential negation. The distribution of question tags reveals that among negative PPs, postverbal argument PPs pattern differently from postverbal adjunct PPs. We account for this argument/adjunct asymmetry in terms of a clause-typing account of sentential polarity, which crucially postulates a licensing relation between a polarity head in the C-domain and a constituent which encodes negation, and we pursue some of the consequences of this account.
acceptable.
For discussion of focal stress see also the discussion of text example (36) in section 4.
11
For the use of question tags see also the discussion in Horn (1989: 184-189 and signal the speaker's conclusion by inference, or his sarcastic suspicion (Quirk et al. 1985 ).
The latter are only possible with Affirmative Sentences. Sentences with reduplicative tags can typically be preceded by Oh so (Quirk et al. 1985: 810-813) . It is important to keep the tags apart,. In the literature, confusing these tags has led to the wrong conclusions about which polarity certain quantifiers give rise to. (De Clercq 2011c: footnote 2). In our paper, we only consider question tags.
